Objectives To describe a program designed to meet the need to mentor trainees in manuscript reviewing. Methods Mentors (n ¼ 25) and mentees (n ¼ 32) participating in the Journal of Pediatric Psychology's Manuscript Review Mentoring Program completed an online survey assessing their experiences and satisfaction with the program, perceptions of benefits and challenges to participating, and desirable characteristics of mentors and mentees. Results Participants reported using several methods to create mentored reviews. Satisfaction was generally high, and participants reported benefits related to manuscript review training and professional development. Challenges to participating in the program were primarily logistical. Participants noted personal characteristics and behaviors that were desirable for mentors and mentees. Conclusions Providing mentored manuscript review experiences through a structured program appears to be feasible and well received by mentors and mentees. Future programs might provide guidance on how participants can discuss their expectations, benchmarks for review quality, and evaluations of the quality of reviews.
Manuscript review is an essential activity for many pediatric psychologists. Although manuscript reviewing is central to the peer-review process, reviewers may receive little or no training on completing reviews. Moreover, manuscript reviews require reviewers to draw on a wide range of critical skills. Reviewers are expected to have knowledge of particular content areas, methodological issues, and statistical procedures, and be able to frame critiques in a constructive and concise manner (e.g., Drotar, 2000 Drotar, , 2009 Hojat, Gonnella, & Caelleigh, 2003; Weller, 2001) . Because manuscript reviewing requires such a range of skills, it may be important to enhance trainees' mentoring in the manuscript review process. However, mentoring trainees in manuscript reviewing can be difficult and inconsistent across training programs. Although some trainees might review manuscripts informally with their advisors, others may not have this opportunity. Even when trainees are involved in manuscript reviewing, there are few guidelines for how to approach this mentoring process.
A limited number of journals offer opportunities for less-experienced reviewers to participate in the peer-review process, most often under the supervision of more experienced reviewers. For example, professionals in nonacademic settings and students can complete manuscript reviews under the mentorship of experienced ad hoc reviewers or full editorial board members through the American Journal of Community Psychology and Cultural Diversity and Ethnic Minority Psychology (O. Rivera & W. S. Davidson; personal communication, December 8, 2009 ). Other journals, such as the Journal of Experimental Psychology, allow students to write independent reviews of manuscripts, which are submitted alongside a more experienced professional's review (Ackerman, 2002) . To our knowledge, these examples of mentored manuscript review experiences are the exception rather than the norm. The majority of journals have not established organized mentorship programs through which mentees are matched with mentors. Due to their central role in the review process and their access to reviewers, journals are arguably well positioned to initiate, organize, and evaluate such programs. However, no journals, to our knowledge, have provided descriptions or evaluations of manuscript review mentoring programs.
To address this unmet need and to inform the development of similar programs, this report describes: (1) the process of mentoring trainees in manuscript reviewing via an organized mentoring program that was established in 2007 by the Journal of Pediatric Psychology (JPP); (2) participants' perceptions of satisfaction with, and benefits and challenges to, participating in the program; and (3) desirable characteristics of mentors and mentees. We hypothesized that the majority of mentored participants would perceive benefits to the program, such as receiving training in and gaining confidence in writing reviews as well as challenges such as working across geographic distances and scheduling times to discuss reviews.
Methods

JPP and the Manuscript Review Mentoring Program
JPP is the flagship journal of Division 54 of the American Psychological Association (the Society of Pediatric Psychology). The journal maintains an active editorial board and group of reviewers: Over the course of 1 year (i.e., 2008), 650 reviewers provided 1,975 reviews of 330 manuscripts and their subsequent revisions. Potential mentees for the JPP Manuscript Review Mentoring Program were solicited via emails to the Society of Pediatric Psychology's listserv in 2007. JPP editorial board members were also asked to serve as mentors in the program. Some ad hoc reviewers for JPP also volunteered. Efforts were made to pair mentors and mentees based on research interests indicated by key words that were supplied by both but this was not always possible. However, pairing mentors and mentees based on mutual interests was not considered to be as critical to the program as the mentoring in conducting reviews. Some mentors and mentees had a prior working relationship before participating in the program but most did not. Some mentors were paired with more than one mentee.
All program participants (n ¼ 105; 50 mentors and 55 mentees) received general guidelines describing their responsibilities related to mentored manuscript reviews and providing references for further reading on manuscript reviews (JPP Mentoring Policy & Suggestions for Mentored Reviews, 2009). In these guideline documents, JPP provided suggestions for how mentor-mentee pairs might conduct the mentoring process. For instance, mentors could provide mentees with an overview to the mentoring process, relevant readings on peer review, and samples of completed reviews. Mentors were then expected to contact their respective mentees when they received a request for a manuscript review. Participants were free to tailor their mentoring process to their needs and level of experience. However, the expectation was that mentors provided instruction and/or supervision on mentees' reviews to ensure the quality and constructive nature of the reviews. Mentor-mentee pairs were expected to submit one review of each manuscript. When submitting the review, mentors provided the name of their mentee so that mentees received credit for completing the review (JPP Mentoring Policy & Suggestions for Mentored Reviews, 2009).
Participants
The current study included 25 mentors and 32 mentees participating in the JPP Manuscript Review Mentoring Program. This reflects a participation rate of 48% for mentors and 62% for mentees. Due to the anonymous nature of the survey (see below), it was not possible to determine the percentage of mentor-mentee ''pairs'' that our sample captured or to compare participants with non-participants. See Table I for participant demographic characteristics. a JPP mentor/mentee was also their mentor/mentee through the Society of Pediatric Psychology's Mentorship Program, which provides participants with the opportunity to discuss general career issues.
Measure
Mentors and mentees completed a 57-item online survey covering demographic information (e.g., gender, ethnic minority status), participation in the JPP Manuscript Review Mentoring Program (e.g., number of manuscripts reviewed, process used for reviewing manuscripts), satisfaction with the program, perceived benefits and challenges to participating in the program, and desirable characteristics of mentors/mentees. The six satisfaction items (e.g., ''How satisfied are you with the process you and your mentor/mentee used to create your final, submitted manuscript reviews?'') were rated on a 5-point Likert scale (1 ¼ very dissatisfied to 5 ¼ very satisfied). Items related to benefits and challenges were rated on a 4-point Likert scale (1 ¼ not at all beneficial/ challenging to 4 ¼ very beneficial/challenging). The items related to benefits (six items for mentors, eight items for mentees) included receiving/giving training in manuscript reviews, networking, and pursuing additional professional collaborations with the mentor/mentee (e.g., ''How much was receiving manuscript review training a benefit to participating in the program?''). The items related to challenges (six items for mentors, five items for mentees) included, but were not limited to, timeliness of mentor/mentee, the mentee not having as much experience with the subject area of the manuscripts, and scheduling a time to discuss the review (e.g., ''How challenging was the timeliness of your mentor/mentee?''). The items related to desirable characteristics of mentors/mentees (13 items for mentors, 14 items for mentees) were rated on a 4-point Likert scale (1 ¼ not at all important to 4 ¼ very important). Examples included ''To what extent is competence an important characteristic of a mentee participating in the program?'' and,''To what extent is having good writing skills an important characteristic of a mentor participating in the program?''). Mentors and mentees were also given the opportunity to provide open-ended feedback on the program, including on perceived benefits and challenges to participation. A copy of the questionnaire can be obtained from the first author. As appropriate, some survey questions were tailored for mentors and mentees. For example, mentors were asked in what year their degree was obtained, while mentees were asked about their current level or year of training. The survey items focusing on benefits and desirable characteristics were based, in part, on the existing mentoring literature (e.g., Clark, Harden, & Johnson, 2000; Dickinson & Johnson, 2000) and were tailored for the purposes of the current study. Specifically, some of these items were based on characteristics identified in previous studies and previous reports about the diverse functions of mentoring relationships (Clark et al., 2000; Dickinson & Johnson, 2000) .
Procedure
All mentors and mentees participating in the JPP Manuscript Review Mentoring Program were invited to participate in the current study. Recruitment occurred in two waves separated by 3 months. During both recruitment periods, mentors and mentees received an emailed link to the anonymous, electronic survey administered through SurveyMonkey. The survey allowed each respondent (i.e., using a particular computer) to complete the questionnaire one time only. Following completion of the survey, mentors and mentees received a coupon for discounts on select book titles as a token of appreciation for their time. All study procedures were approved by the first author's Institutional Review Board.
Results
Mentoring Process
See Table I for the lengths of time for which mentors and mentees had participated in the program at the time of the survey. During their time in the program, the majority of mentors (n ¼ 25, 68%) and mentees (n ¼ 22, 70%) reported completing between two and seven reviews. Program participants spent approximately 30 minutes or less discussing each manuscript review. In addition, they reported that they had an average of three communications with their mentor/mentee about each review. Email was the most commonly used method of communication (mentors: n ¼ 24, 96%; mentees: n ¼ 25, 78%), followed by phone (mentors: n ¼ 13, 52%; mentees: n ¼ 13, 41%), and in-person meeting (mentors: n ¼ 5, 20%; mentees: n ¼ 8, 25%). Table II contains information on the process that program participants used when creating mentored manuscript reviews. Some mentors (n ¼ 3, 12%) and mentees (n ¼ 6, 19%) reported that their process of reviewing manuscripts changed over time (e.g., the mentee taking on a larger role in writing the first draft of the review or an independent review that was then integrated into the final review).
Perceived Satisfaction
Study participants reported high levels of satisfaction with the program (see Table III ). The vast majority (mentors: n ¼ 24, 96% mentors, mentees: n ¼ 24, 75%) reported that they would recommend the program to others. Having a prior working relationship with the mentor or mentee did not predict overall satisfaction with the program (F ¼ .03, p > .05). Mentors and mentees differed in their satisfaction with a few aspects of the program (see Table III ). For example, mentees were less satisfied with the training they received than mentors were with the training they provided. Also, compared to mentors, mentees were less satisfied with the number of reviews they completed. Finally, mentees were less satisfied than mentors with the amount of guidance provided by the JPP program.
Perceived Benefits to Participation
Mentors and mentees reported a variety of benefits to participating in the program (see Table IV ). The benefits that were highly endorsed (''somewhat'' to ''very'' beneficial) by the large majority of mentors were: having the satisfaction of training future psychologists, mentoring students or trainees in a different way than usual, and networking with future psychologists. Highly endorsed benefits reported by mentees were: seeing mentors' manuscript reviews, gaining confidence, and receiving training in writing manuscript reviews, listing their program participation on their curricula vitae, and receiving specific training that is not available in their current place of education or employment. Mentees also endorsed benefits that were not specifically related to manuscript reviewing such as receiving career advice from mentors and receiving help from mentors in securing a job or other position.
Perceived Challenges to Participation
Program participants reported several challenges to participating in the JPP Manuscript Review Mentoring Program (see Table V ). Highly endorsed challenges (''somewhat'' to ''very'' challenging) included: the time commitment required for creating a mentored manuscript review and working with a mentor/mentee across a geographical distance. Some mentors also reported that their mentees' timeliness and scheduling a time to discuss the manuscript reviews were challenging.
Desirable Characteristics of Mentors and Mentees
Mentors reported on desirable characteristics of mentees, and mentees reported on desirable characteristics of mentors. A large majority of the participants endorsed that several characteristics were desirable in individuals participating in the program. Specifically, mentors and mentees endorsed characteristics related to the logistics of the mentored review process (e.g., timeliness of feedback and drafts, responsiveness), the process of creating mentored manuscript reviews (e.g., can give and receive constructive criticism), and personal characteristics of mentors/ mentees (e.g., is enthusiastic about manuscript reviews, has good writing skills). There were also some characteristics that mentees endorsed as desirable for mentors while fewer mentors endorsed them as important characteristics for mentees. Some mentees reported that their mentors' prior experiences with reviewing manuscripts, discussions of their expectations for mentees, and professional issues beyond manuscript reviewing were desirable.
Discussion
Our findings underscored the feasibility and perceived utility of a mentoring program in manuscript reviews organized by a scholarly journal. The program accommodated For example, some participants reported not receiving any manuscripts to review for up to a year after they joined the program, or experiencing an abrupt ending to their mentoring relationship without discussion with their mentor/mentee. c For example, participants reported that they were very satisfied with the training and mentoring opportunities through the program and that these experiences were important and beneficial to their career development. Mentor and mentee wrote independent reviews and then integrated their reviews. b
Examples included: mentor and mentee independently prepared notes, reviewed notes together and wrote review together; mentor and mentee discussed manuscript by phone, mentor or mentee wrote first draft of review, sent draft to other for review, mentor finalized review.
a range of mentors' and mentees' experiences as well as their differences in geographic locations. Consistent with our hypotheses, participants, particularly mentors, were satisfied with their program experiences. Participants described a diverse range of benefits, including ones that extended beyond mentoring in manuscript reviewing. However, smaller than expected percentages of mentees were satisfied with certain aspects of the program. Open-ended comments suggested that some mentees experienced frustration with not receiving manuscripts to review or insufficient contact with their mentors. In addition, mentees may have had different expectations for the amount or type of training they would receive. Finally, the mentoring program was designed by mentors and may have included fewer ideas proposed by mentees. Incorporating mentees' suggestions on program structure or processes may lead to a better experience and higher levels of satisfaction. The primary challenges associated with the mentoring program were logistical ones (e.g., mentoring across a geographical distance, identifying mentors, and ensuring that mentors and mentees received a sufficient number of manuscripts to review. For example, due to areas of specialization, some mentors (and hence mentees) were asked to review manuscripts more frequently than others. Even after identifying mentors, it was difficult to always match mentors and mentees on research interests. Despite this challenge, the large majority of participants still were satisfied with their program experiences. However, future mentoring programs might examine what factors or experiences predict differing levels of satisfaction (e.g., mentees' graduate level experience in pediatric psychology, fit between mentors' and mentees' research interests.). The current findings provide several suggestions for implementing formalized mentoring for manuscript reviewing in the context of a scholarly journal. When recruiting potential mentors and mentees, it may be useful to clarify desirable characteristics that will facilitate the process (e.g., timeliness and responsiveness, ability to provide and receive constructive criticism, discussion of task expectations). It may also be helpful for mentors to know that some mentees value opportunities to discuss professional issues outside of manuscript reviewing. However, it remains to be seen whether mentoring pairs that have a prior working relationship might be most likely to discuss professional issues. In addition, program participants may benefit from receiving guidance on establishing and evaluating mutual expectations, anticipated challenges, and effective strategies. It may be useful for the mentorship program organizers to solicit feedback from participants on a routine basis and provide clear benchmarks for quality of reviews to mentors and mentees. Finally, listservs or chat rooms might facilitate ongoing dialogue among program participants about their mentoring experiences and strategies they have found to be useful.
In interpreting the findings, several limitations should be noted: these include the relatively small sample size and response rate. It is possible that participants who reported more favorable experiences were more likely to respond to the survey request. Due to the anonymous nature of the survey, the current study was not able to identify and compare responses within specific mentor-mentee pairs. In addition, because the current study relied on self-reported evaluation, there was no objective assessment of the quality of reviews. Consequently, future research should examine to what extent the timeliness and quality of reviews improves with mentoring as well as the specific types of mentoring behaviors that are associated with such improvements. Future studies that identify mentor-mentee pairs within study samples and recruit larger sample sizes can examine mentor and mentee perceptions (e.g., satisfaction, benefits, and challenges) within individual mentoring relationships. The generalizability of findings concerning the impact of mentored manuscript review programs will be improved by enhancing participation rates, perhaps by requiring feedback on the program as a condition of participation. In addition, to allow investigators to match mentor and mentee responses, participants could be assigned identification numbers upon enrollment in the program that would be used when completing surveys.
The current results suggest that mentored manuscript review experiences are not routinely provided to trainees, for example, in the context of graduate training. For this reason, it may be important to describe how mentoring in manuscript reviewing is provided during graduate training and how this relates to other key benchmarks of scholarly activity. For example, future prospective investigations might examine whether a formal manuscript review training experience affects the quality of mentees' manuscripts, the number of manuscripts they publish, and their eventual likelihood of serving on editorial boards.
Based on the results of the current study, other journals might consider implementing and evaluating mentored manuscript review programs. Such experiences can provide a valuable training experience in a complex skill that is not routinely provided in training or employment settings. We invite others to share their experiences, including strategies to enhance and evaluate the quality of mentoring manuscript reviews in graduate and fellowship training as well as in the editorial activities of professional journals.
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